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ual salary, and realizing that if the veto 
is sustained we must start from scratch, 
with the real possibility that nothing 
may happen, and considering the pres- 
ent state of the congressional session 
and the fact that we shall return in 
August in a highly political atmosphere 
in Congress, I think the decision must 
be made looking at the measure not from 
the astral regions down, but from the 
ground up. 

I believe the measure before us now is 
reasonable and proper, considering the 
situation, and in the round that reason- 
ableness is pretty much agreed to, in my 
opinion, as indicated even by the con- 
cessions of those who oppose the meas- 
ure. Hence, I shall vote to override the 
veto. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I yield 
to the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
Johnston], 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, How 
much time does the Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
I wish 10 or 15 minutes. I yield myself 
15 minutes. 

This is D-day for Federal employees. 
They are discouraged, disappointed, and 
disillusioned. This is because of the ac- 
tion taken yesterday by the President 
of the United States, in vetoing a reason- 
able pay-increase bill. However, before 
today’s sun sets in the west, I believe 
their spirits will be revived by speedy 
Congressional attention to their plight. 

The action taken by the President was 
not unexpected. It did not deviate from 
the pattern followed by him since he first 
took office. He destroyed the hopes of 
Federal employees for a justified pay ad- 
justment in 1954 after Congress had ad- 
journed and gone home. The wounds of 
that veto were healed by a sympathetic 
Congress early in 1955. Again in 1958, 
he vetoed a much-needed and well- justi- 
fied further adjustment in the pay of our 
Federal employees. Within a matter of 
weeks, Congress again took appropriate 
action to see that Government employees 
received proper treatment. Now, once 
again, we find history repeating itself. 

Early this year, even before Congress 
had an opportunity to hold hearings to 
determine whether pay increases were 
justified, the word was out that “Justice 
be hanged — an increase of any amount 
will be vetoed.” It was against the back- 
ground of such an attitude in the White 
House that both the House and Senate 
gave the problem long and careful study, 
finally reaching agreement on a measure 
that both Houses agreed was justified, 
reasonable, and fair. 

This is not just my view — 378 Mem- 
bers of the House voted for passage of 
the measure and only 40 voted against 
passage. Later, 62 Members of the Sen- 
ate voted in favor of the bill and only 17 
voted against. In total, 440 Members 
of Congress voted- in favor of a pay in- 
crease for Federal employees and 57 
voted against an increase. These 57 
have now been joined by the President, 
making a total of 58 opposed as against 
a total of 440 favoring. Mr. President, I 
am glad to say that in both Houses of 
Congress many members of the Presi- 
dent’s own party supported the pay bill. 


Certainly this shows that just and fair 
treatment for Federal employees is not, 
and should not be made, a partisan 
question. 

There are compelling reasons why a 
pay increase is justified at this time. 
The cost of living has continued to in- 
crease since the pay of Federal employees 
was last adjusted. If the Government is 
unwilling or unable to arrest the ever- 
upward increase in the cost of living, it 
certainly should not hesitate to take 
such steps as are necessary to see that 
its own employees are not made the 
innocent victims of economic conditions 
over which they have no control. 

The second reason justifying an in- 
crease at this time is that the employees 
in whose behalf this measure was intro- 
duced — whose pay has been allowed to 
lag behind — can obtain relief in no other 
way than through congressional action. 
Wage board employees of the Govern- 
ment, whose rates of pay are keyed to 
those of private industry, have received 
increases annually, or more often, 
just as increases have occurred in 
private industry. Thus the three-quar- 
ter-of-a-million-plus wage board em- 
ployees of the Government have out- 
stripped -our postal workers and 
classified employees in the matter of pay. 
Military personnel have also received 
rather generous increases, which inci- 
dentally were approved by the President. 

The third factor is that previous in- 
creases have fallen short of bringing the 
pay of these employees to a proper and 
equitable level. Additionally, it was es- 
tablished conclusively in the hearings 
in both the House and in the Senate that, 
during this atomic age, if the Govern- 
ment is to recruit and retain the type of 
personnel needed to conduct its pro- 
grams, it must establish pay rates that 
are at least competitive with private 
industry. 

The President gives as his first reason 
for vetoing the bill that it “ignores the 
recognized precept that the only sound 
basis for setting Federal salaries is rea- 
sonable comparability to rates paid for 
similar work in private industry.” Well, 
as I have stated, the rates of pay of some 
750,000 employees of the Federal service 
are directly related by statute to rates of 
pay received by similar employees in pri- 
vate industry. Information provided the 
committee by the Civil Service Commis- 
sion shows that these wage board em- 
ployees have received increases up to as 
•much as 40 percent since 1954, as com- 
pared with increases of less than 20 per- 
cent given to our postal and classified 
workers. These figures destroy com- 
pletely the validity of the President’s first 
reason for vetoing the bill. 

His second reason is that some em- 
ployees would receive a larger increase 
than others. Who is it that would re- 
ceive the larger percentage increases? I 
think we all know who it is. It is the 
little people at the bottom of the pay 
ladder. It is the letter carrier, it is the 
postal clerk, it is our neighbor who has 
been caught in the economic current and 
almost pulled under. 

The third reason seems to be the same 
as his second reason, except that per- 


centages are used to show that some of 
the little people receive an increase of 
V /2 percent more than others. 

In terms of dollars, as the distin- 
guished Senator from Oklahoma pointed 
out when the bill was being debated on 
the floor of the Senate a few weeks ago, 
the added increase amounts to less than 
50 cents a day. Now I do not believe 
that an increase of such an amount will 
buy many Persian rugs or vicuna coats. 
But it might buy a bottle of milk or a loaf 
of bread. As for me, I do not begrudge 
these little people an extra amount in 
their pay checks sufficient to buy' a 
pound of bacon or a box of oatmeal. 

The fourth reason given by the Presi- 
dent is that the increase exceeds the rise 
in the cost of living. I do not recall this 
argument being used by the administra- 
tion when it participated in the steel set- 
tlement. Neither do I recall its being 
used by the administration in connection 
with payment of interest to Wall Street 
bankers, when the rates' of interest were 
increased. 

Then why does the President tell us it 
applies to little people who have to work 
for a living? 

The fifth r-eason for his not approving 
the bill is that postal revenues are some- 
what less than postal expenses. One 
way of solving this problem might be 
to fire the present Postmaster General, 
Certainly, 1 would suggest that such ac- 
tion would be preferable to denying 
postal employees a wage to which they 
are justly entitled. 

His final reason is that the bill extends 
an increase to a small group of persons 
who, according to him, are not Federal 
employees. He says that he has asked 
the Secretary of Agriculture to see that 
these people receive equitable treatment. 
Personally, I have no reason to believe 
that the Secretary of Agriculture would 
be any more successful in this than he 
has been during the past 8 years in solv- 
ing the problems of the American 
farmer. 

The only difference is that these peo- 
ple are recommended by the agricul- 
tural committees in the various counties 
of the United States^ and then they are 
appointed by the Federal Government 
and paid with Federal funds. It should 
also be noted that they are held to be 
under the Hatch Act. 

Finally, the President deplores the 
fact that certain unnamed employee 
groups have solicited the aid of Congress 
in seeking justice for their members. 
In view of the treatment Federal em- 
ployees have suffered during the past 
7% years, I don’t blame them for ap- 
pealing to Congress. Where else could 
they go? 

Mr. President, in my view perhaps the 
most insidious part of the President’s 
veto message is his eleventh-hour sug- 
gestion that he might be willing to go 
along with some lesser pay increase than 
this bill provides. I say "insidious” be- 
cause I believe his offer is designed to 
kill the measure by sowing among us 
the seeds of indecision. The question 
of a pay adjustment for Federal em- 
ployees has been uppermost in the minds 
of those members concerned with post 
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office and civil service matters — and in 
the minds of many other members who 
are friends of the Federal worker — 
since January. 

Open hearings have been held, equi- 
table percentage of increase have been 
thoroughly discussed. And in the face 
of these frank and free discussions by 
members and others who are interested, 
the President gave us to believe that he 
would veto any increase, however small, 
pending the results of an administration 
study to be completed after the Con- 
gress has adjourned. 

Now, faced by a strong possibility — to 
my mind a very real probability — that 
the Congress will override his veto, he 
comes back to us with a half-a-loaf 
offering. 

Time is short. The important work 
of the Congress puts increasing pressure 
upon us. Political conventions loom on 
the horizon. In this atmosphere, after 
months of hardrock opposition to any 
pay increase, the President asks us to 
change our minds. If we do, he says he 
may go along with us. 

The 7 Vi-percent bill is a good bill, 
offering th* Federal worker certainly no 
more than he deserves. I hope we will 
reject out of hand the President’s be- 
lated half-a-loaf proposal. 

Mr. President, the bill vetoed by the 
President was fair, it was just, it was 
reasonable. It is worthy of enactment, 
and I believe it will be enacted. To that 
end, I invite the support of Members on 
both sides of the aisle; for it is only 
through rising above partisanship that 
the ends of justice can be served. 

In this instance, I believe firmly that 
a vote to override the President is more 
than justified on the basis of fact and 
in the interest of an efficient and effec- 
tive Federal Government. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I yield 
5 minutes to the distinguished Senator 
from Ohio. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I shall 
vote to sustain the President’s veto. 
There are a number of reasons why I 
have come to that conclusion. I shall 
try to recite them. 

When the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
Church! offered his amendment to sep- 
arate the postal employees from the 
general classified employees, I voted in 
favor of that amendment. I did so be- 
cause I felt that the postal employees 
had made their case, while the case of 
the general employees had not been 
sustained. 

While this subject has been under dis- 
cussion, countless numbers of postal rep- 
resentatives have come to my office, 
pointing out the justification for an in- 
crease in their pay. They stated that in 
one class, particularly that in which the 
beginning salary was about $4,000, 
the maximum pay, as I recall, that one 
could attain was about $4,800 per year. 

I replied that, in my opinion, they 
were entitled to a raise; that if I had my 
way, I would give: them more than the 
7 percent which is generally discussed 
here. Without doubt, according to the 
assertions which are made by some per- 
sons, the increase will amount to more 
than 8 percent, in some instances; and 
that amount I would support. 


At no time in the discussions which I 
had was it ever urged upon me that I 
should consent to a 7 J /2 percent increase 
for that category of employees who are 
earning $12,000, >15,000, and $17,000 a 
year. I suppose no effort was made to 
discuss that subje ;t because the strength 
of the argument would have been so 
weak that it was thought best to leave 
that fact covered. 

The bill provides for a pay increase, 
I understand, fcr about 1,500,000 or 
1.700,000 employees. One-third of them 
are postal employees. The other two- 
thirds are empl )yees in the general 
classified service. 

If the bill hat; been separated into 
two categories, wo could have dealt with 
equity with each class. But the classes 
were not separated. I am not casting 
any aspersions, but I have had enough 
experience to kno w that if one has a bad 
package, and th: nks he camrot get it 
passed, he ties th 3 bad package into the 
good package, and thus coerces the ac- 
ceptance of the b id with the good. I do 
not claim that that was done in this in- 
stance. However if I vote for the gen- 
eral bill, I shall h ive to put my approval 
upon an increase in the salaries of those 
who are now earning $12,000, $15,000, 
and $17,000 a yea •. 

I want the citizens of Ohio to note 
that the bill dees not deal with the 
$4,000, $5,000, and $6,000 a year em- 
ployees alone. I , deals with the high- 
pay category of Federal employees. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. LAUSCHE No; let me finish my 
argument. 

The argument : s made that private in- 
dustry is pirating the employees of the 
Federal Governrr ent. I know who was 
pirating the employees of the State of 
Ohio. It was not private industry; it 
was the Federal < government. I have in 
my files correspondence from the Bu- 
reau of Unemplo; 'ment Compensation in 
Ohio, pointing ou t that Ohio cannot keep 
its employees bei lause they flock to the 
Federal payroll. One of my grave prob- 
lems as Governor of Ohio was to keep 
the men and wo nen who were working 
for me from goin ; to work in the Bureau 
of Unemploymen ; Compensation and the 
other agencies which were financed by 
the Federal Go' eminent. If there is 
pirating, the pira ;ing is done by the Fed- 
eral Government 

Let each Senator introspect his own 
thinking. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Sent tor from Ohio has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. DIRKS E NT. Mr. President, I 
yield 3 additional minutes to the Sena- 
tor from Ohio. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. In how many States 
are the citizens choosing jobs with the 
State governmert in preference to the 
Federal Government? The fact is that 
in practically all the States they would 
rather go on the payroll of the Federal 
Government tha i of the State govern- 
ment. 

Five hundred thousand dollars has 
been appropriated and is now being 
spent for a study, the purpose of which 
is the equitable adjustment of salaries, 


so that there shall be a just relationship 
among the various salaries paid. That 
report is to be submitted next Septem- 
ber. The need for adopting an equitable 
standard is grave. The study is sup- 
posed to make recommendations as to 
how, not the equalization, but the equi- 
table establishment of relationships 
among the different salaries, shall be at- 
tained. My question is, What did we 
spend $500,000 for? Have we deliber- 
ately decided to throw the study down 
the drain? The study was justified, and 
it would produce good results. 

There is haste to pass the bill now. I 
think I know the reason for the haste. 
The easy way out is to vote for the bill. 
The easy way out for me would be to be 
absent and not vote at all. The hard way 
is to vote what I believe is the just and 
proper course to take in the matter. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Ohio has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I yield 
3 additional minutes to the Senator from 
Ohio. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I yield 
to the Senator from Georgia. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Ohio has well depicted the 
dilemma in which I find myself. I was 
necessarily absent in my State when the 
bill was considered before. I had fully 
determined to vote for the increases for 
the postal employees, but I find now that 
if I vote to override the veto in order to 
provide an increase for the postal em- 
ployees, I must also vote to provide an 
increase of more than $1,200 a year to 
those in the higher pay brackets. That 
is something I cannot in good conscience 
do. 

I think it is most unfortunate that 
these bills were tied together. That has 
not been the case in the past. We all 
know, of our personal knowledge, that 
some persons in the higher pay brackets 
in the Federal Government are already 
overpaid. 

The Senator from Ohio is correct in 
saying that persons leave the employ of 
the various States of the Union and en- 
ter Federal employment so that they 
may reach the higher grades of employ- 
ment. 

I shall vote to sustain the veto, in the 
hope that we can separate the different 
groups and deal with the Federal em- 
ployees on a just, fair, and equitable 
basis. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I am 
very grateful to the Senator from Geor- 
gia for his statement. He was Governor 
of his State, and he knows what the facts 
are. 

I venture to say that no Senator who 
has been a Governor will disagree with 
my statement about the pirating by the 
Federal Government of State employees. 

Mr. President, I make this appeal to 
the Senators who argued that two-thirds 
of the employees would be given pay in- 
creases, even though the justification for 
increasing their pay has not been estab- 
lished. Those Senators were in favor 
of giving the pay increase to the remain- 
ing one-third. But how can those Sena- 
tors reconcile their views in that respect 
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to the giving of an average pay increase 
of 7 v 2 percent to the other two-thirds? 

The cost of this bill will be $750 mil- 
lion — $250 million of that will go to the 
postal employees, $500 million will go to 
the general classified employees. In the 
latter group there are thousands who 
receive more than $10,000, and many 
who receive up to $18,000. 

Mr. President, for these reasons I shall 
vote to sustain the President’s veto, be- 
lieving it to be in the best interest of the 
people in general. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I yield 
3 minutes to the distinguished Senator 
from New York [Mr. Keating]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New’ York is recognized for 
3 minutes. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, I 
should like to comment briefly on two 
points in the President’s veto message. 

One is the assertion by the President 
that the claim of the proponents of the 
bill that the pay increase provided by 
the bill is justified by' the increase in 
the cost of living is utterly without 
foundation in fact. Mr. President, the 
Chief Executive, through information 
which was furnished to him, has cited 
as an illustration the fact that since 
June 1958, when, a 10-percent pay in- 
crease was granted, the cost of living 
has advanced only 2.1 percent. 

The answer is that the 10-percent in- 
crease in 1958 was completely inadequate 
at that time to meet the increase in the 
cost of living. The increase in the cost 
of living has always exceeded the pay 
increases which have been granted to 
the Federal employees, and will exceed 
them now, even after the pay raise by 
means of this bill, by from 3 percent to 
5 percent. 

In my remarks in connection with 
original passage of the bill, I dealt 
with that point. Of course one could 
always pick out a short period, immedi- 
ately following a pay increase, when the 
cost of living might not have increased 
as much. But when we consider the in- 
crease in the cost of living over any rea- 
sonable 10-year, 12-year, or 15-year 
period, the pay increases, including the 
one contemplated by means of this bill, 
will not equal the increase in the cost 
of living, nor will this pay increase bring 
the Federal workers up to a position 
comparable with that of their counter- 
parts in private industry. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, if the Senator from New 
York will yield to me, I wish to concur 
in what he has just said. We must re- 
member that all salaries were frozen dur- 
ing the war period; and when the first 
pay increase was made — and at that 
time I was on the committee — we did not 
increase the pay in accordance with the 
increase in the cost of living during that 
period; and we never have. 

Mr. KEATING. I thank the Senator 
from South Carolina for his statement. 

Mr. President, the other point on which 
I feel impelled to speak has not pre- 
viously been mentioned. In the closing 
paragraphs of the President’s message — 
and again, no doubt, what he set forth 
was based on information furnished to 
him, for certainly he has not been sub- 


jected to any great pressures — he at- 
tacked the pressures for the passage of 
this proposed legislation, 

Mr. President, as the President recog- 
nizes, everyone has a right to petition the 
Congress. We must not do anything to 
discourage proper and vigorous exercise 
of that perogative of every citizen. I do 
not know whether my experience is com- 
parable to that of others; but at least 
in my case I cannot say that any great 
number of those who have indicated that 
they felt a pay increase was justified have 
used any undue pressures. 

• The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time yielded to the Senator from New 
York has expired. 

Mr. KEATING. May I have 2 more 
minutes? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield 2 more min- 
utes to the Senator from New York. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New York is recognized for 
2 more minutes. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, in con- 
nection with any hotly contested meas- 
ure, all of us receive some mail which 
causes us to be resentful — for instance, 
mail in which it is stated, “You vote for 
this bill— or else.” or “We supported you; 
now you support us,” or similar lan- 
guage, which of course is not the proper 
way to approach any legislative prob- 
lem. 

But I must say that during my legis- 
lative career the pressures which have 
been exerted in connection with some of 
the other problems which have been be- 
fore us have been much more of the type 
that I would call improper than any of 
the pressures which have been exerted 
in this case. 

From personal experience, I know the 
situation of many Federal employees, 
particularly the postal workers. A very 
large number of the letters I have re- 
ceived have been written in a calm and 
deliberate manner, and have outlined the 
problems which the particular families 
referred to face in meeting the present 
high cost of living. Many, many workers, 
for example, have had to take second jobs 
in order to make ends meet. 

Based on my own experience, I can- 
not say that the conclusion the Presi- 
dent has drawn in regard to improper 
actions was justified. I happen to know 
personally several postal worker leaders, 
including Mr. Doherty and Mr. Keating, 
both of whom have been active in this 
field. In my experience, they have 
never — neither during my service here 
nor during my 12 years of service in the 
other body — exerted upon me anything 
which I considered to be improper pres- 
sures. The same goes for the other 
leaders of the Government employees. 

To the contrary, they have been most 
helpful in providing factual information 
to justify this pay increase. They have 
forcefully demonstrated the need for 
this legislation. 

Therefore, I feel that this pay increase 
is justified; and I shall vote to override 
the veto. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will my 
colleague yield briefly to me? 

Mr. KEATING. I yield. 

Mr. JAVITS. Is it not interesting to 
consider the fact that we did not think it 


wrong to increase our own salaries, since 
the war, from $15,000 to $25,000, or 
approximately one-half? 

Mr. KEATING. Mr, President, my col- 
league places me in an interesting posi- 
tion, because I voted against that pay 
increase. But I shall vote for this one. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. Presi- 
dent — 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I yield 
2 minutes to the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
I should like to take a brief time to make 
clear my position on the President’s veto 
of House bill 9883 and on legislation au- 
thorizing increases in the salaries of 
postal employees and other Federal em- 
ployees in general. 

On June 17, the Senate, after reject- 
ing various amendments, passed H.R. 
9883 by a vote of 62 to 17. I supported 
several moves designed to bring the bill 
more closely into line with the adminis- 
tration’s policy. They included the Carl- 
son amendment, which would have set 
the rate of increase at 6 percent; and 
the Ervin motion to recommit the bill, 
with instructions that it be reported back 
in such form that the postal workers’ pay 
increases and the other Federal employ- 
ees’ pay increases would be treated in 
separate legislation. 

When those moves failed, I voted in 
favor of final passage of the bill, because 
I wished to indicate my belief that some 
bill in this field was needed this year. 

In his veto message, President Eisen- 
hower has set forth clearly and force- 
fully the reasons why he cannot support 
House bill 9883. He has stressed the 
need to make permanent the 2 y 2 -percent 
temporary salary increase which was 
given 2 years ago to the postal-field- 
service employees and he has supported 
a modest general salary increase reason- 
ably consistent with the rise in the 
standard of living costs which has oc- 
curred since the last general pay in- 
crease was made. 

Because of the inequities in H.R. 9883, 
as it now exists, because of both the 
President’s cogent arguments against its 
enactment and his willingness to support 
immediately responsible and fair legisla- 
tion in this field, I join him and I join 
the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
Bridges] in supporting a bill of that 
character; and because of the time avail- 
able to Congress to work out a solution 
to the problem in August, I will vote to 
sustain the President’s veto of H.R. 9883. 

Congress has voted half a million dol- 
lars for a national salary study, to be 
undertaken by the Department of Labor, 
to determine the comparability of Fed- 
eral salaries and the salaries paid at 
comparable levels in private business. 

This action underscored our belief that 
the equitable way to go about revising 
Federal salaries was on the basis of rates 
paid in private industry. This expensive 
survey is scheduled for completion in 
September. 

H.R. 9883 ignores this project and its 
underlying concept. It revises the Fed- 
eral pay scales without waiting for the 
benefit of the needed information from 
the authorized study, and it aggravates 
serious disparities which already exist. 
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The hill contains Increases that add 
new inequities; and it includes benefits 
for persons who are not Federal em- 
ployees to begin with. 

The very logical and persuasive argu- 
ment that Government salaries should 
be related to cost-of-living increases 
simply does not apply to this bill as it is 
now written. 

I am afraid that this legislation is the 
result of hasty action based on incom- 
plete study, and is an example of the 
dangers facing the Congress of the 
United States in its grave responsibility 
to pass bills for the general good in a 
limited period of time and during an 
election year. 

Particularly in light of the adminis- 
tration’s hope that justifiable and fair 
action be taken this year to increase 
Federal salaries, and considering the 
additional time we now have available 
to accomplish this purpose, I shall vote 
to uphold the President’s action. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I yield 
X minute to the Senator from Hawaii 
[Mr. Fong], 

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, as a mem- 
ber of the Post Office and Civil Service 
Committee, I sat through many hearings 
on proposed pay raises for Government 
employees. It is unquestionable that 
this bill is going to cost a lot of money — 
in fact, around three-quarters of a bil- 
lion dollars. The fact that this bill is 
going to cost $% billion is no reason 
why we should vote against it. The real 
issue is whether the Government em- 
ployees are worthy of this raise. When 
we take into account the wages paid in 
private industry, I am satisfied the wages 
we have proposed in the bill are equi- 
table and just. 

Because of those facts, which I learned 
in the committee, I shall vote to override 
the veto. 

Hr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, I yield 5 minutes to the 
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. Pas- 
tore] . 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I be- 
lieve in the last 3 or 4 minutes we have 
realized the inconsistency of some of the 
arguments presented on the floor. The 
distinguished Senator from Massachu- 
setts [Mr. Saltonstall] arose a moment 
ago and said, “I agree with the Presi- 
dent of the United States. We should 
sustain his veto, because this is hasty 
action. I believe sufficient consideration 
has not been given to this pay raise bill.” 
Now, from the same side of the aisle, we 
hear a member of the Post Office and 
Civil Service Committee, and a member 
of the same party as is the Senator from 
Massachusetts, say “We have, been con- 
sidering this legislation for a long time 
in our committee, and from what was 
disclosed in the committee, it is fair leg- 
islation.” Therefore that Senator de- 
clares he will vote to override the Presi- 
dent's veto. 

Again on the same side of the aisle, the 
ranking Republican member of the same 
committee, only a short time ago, when 
this bill was under debate, said he did 
not think the pay increase should be 7 y 2 
percent. He would favor 6 percent. 

Mr. President, I do not know what the 
magic of 1 y 2 percent happens to be, but, 


assuredly, he wai; willing to go 6 per- 
cent. His colleague, Mr. Fong, of the 
same party, who is also on the committee, 
is willing to go 7 f 2 percent. Yet we are 
being told constantly by persons who 
did not attend thf hearings, persons who 
have been speaking on this legislation 
and yet do not enow the background, 
that it was a hsstily enacted measure 
and should not b; reenacted today over 
the veto of the Pn sident. 

Here is further inconsistency and 
incongruity: Some Senators are saying, 
“I am willing to accept this pay raise 
for the postal workers without waiting 
for a report; but when it comes to the 
other employees, let us wait for the 
report.” 

Of course, Ian for the postal em- 
ployees, and the postal employees are 
entitled to more than 7% percent. As a 
matter of fact, when they originally 
came to the Congress, they asked for a 
23-percent raise. 

The first respc nsibility that came to 
me when I becam e a Member of the U.S. 
Senate in 1950 was to be assigned to the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service. The Smator from Kansas 
[Mr. Carlson] will attest to this: We 
had hearing after hearing on pay ad- 
justments to m :et living costs. The 
fact still remain: that, if we consider 
the purchasing power decline of the 
American dollar : rom 1939 to 1960, and 
as we have watch. ed the rise in the cost 
of living during that period we have 
done less than eqi lity to our Government 
employees. We will be doing less than 
justice today, if ve do not override the 
President’s veto. 

After all, I am not one who has ever 
advocated or wl o will advocate, that 
Government emp: oyees or postal workers 
be given the right to strike. They do not 
have that right, and they should not 
have that right. We will all concede 
that. But let mo say to my colleagues 
that if the Government employees had a 
right to collective bargaining, if they 
had the right to strike, like the steel 
workers of America, then instead of 
talking about a 7 V 2 -percent raise this 
afternoon, we m ght be talking calmly 
and collectively about a 15-percent raise. 

What has happened here, my col- 
leagues? The blue collar workers of the 
Government hav; been able to achieve 
a 30 percent intrease, and the others 
have been able to achieve only a 17 fa- 
percent increase. 

To come here 1 5day, realizing that the 
last pay increase was granted in 1958, 
to admit an interim increase in the cost 
of living and then to say that the classi- 
fied workers of this Government are 
entitled to nothin g, I think is closing our 
eyes to the facts, to the realities and 
the equities of tod ay. 

I am one who feels that this bill is 
just. I am one of those who feels that 
if we enact this measure we shall be 
achieving equity and justice for the 
faithful workers c f the U.S. Government. 
I do not think this is an excessive in- 
crease for the ch ssified workers. I feel 
that the postal w orkers should get more 
than TVz percent But they are willing 
to take this, and they are eager to see 
that the same 71 > percent is granted to 
their colleagues. 


July 1 

What are we saying here this after- 
noon? Mr. President, do you know that, 
under the law, if less than 50 percent of 
given premises is used by the Post Office 
Department, the janitors in that build- 
ing come under the classified service? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. PASTORE. May I have 5 minutes 
more? 

May I have 2 minutes more? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
I yield 2 minutes more to the Senator 
from Rhode Island. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Rhode Island is recognized 
for 2 additional minutes. 

Mr. PASTORE. That shows what we 
•all have to do. The employees asked for 
23 percent, and came down to 7 V 2 Per- 
cent. If the junior Senator from Rhode 
Island has to compromise on the time, he 
will take 2 minutes if he cannot get 5. 

Let me ask, Mr. President, What are 
we quibbling about here? We keep say- 
ing how much this is going to cost. We 
can afford it if the raise is equitable. 
If it is just, we can afford it. If it is un- 
just, we ought to reject it. But the 
question is, Is it a just measure? Has 
it been considered by the committee? 
Has it been recommended by the com- 
mittee? Has it been passed by the Con- 
gress? The answer to all this is “Yes.” 

Mr. President, I must be becoming a 
little effective, because the Senator from 
South Carolina [Mr. Johnston] has just 
now confidentially whispered that I may 
have the additional 3 minutes. [Laugh- 
ter.] 

Mr. President, this quibbling over pay 
increases has gone on continuously year 
in and year out. My first experience 
with it was in 1950 and 1951. I re- 
member the pay increase in 1955. We 
had the same harangue. We had the 
same struggle on the Senate floor. There 
were many who thought the 1955 in- 
crease was too much. 

Now I return to the explanation I was 
giving earlier. If we have a post office 
in a building where the premises are 
used 50 percent or more by the Post 
Office Department, then the janitors and 
the elevator operators in that building 
come under the Post Office Department. 
Therefore they would get a raise. How- 
ever, if we have a post office in a small 
town, where it is most probable that less 
than 50 percent of the premises is used 
for post office purposes then those peo- 
ple come under the classified service. Yet 
there are Senators in this Chamber who 
would say, “Do not give these last em- 
ployees a raise.” 

How ridiculous can we get? Perhaps 
we have to be a Solomon? Let us use 
his wisdom to prevent discrimination. 
Let not justice be divided in halves. That 
way — justice is denied — destroyed. 

I say to my colleagues, let us look at 
the facts. Let us study the hearings. 
Let us look at the statistics. Let us 
analyze the background. 

• In view of the wage experience in pri- 
vate industry in this country, in view 
of the pay increases which have been 
granted, in view of the rise in the cost 
of living, in view of the decline of the 
value of the dollar, if Senators can stand 
on the floor of the Senate in the face of 
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all these facts and say, “This is too 
much,” the junior Senator from Rhode 
Island disagrees with them with all his 
mind — with all his conscience — with all 
his heart. 

I shall vote to override the President’s 
veto. When I do so, I shall do it in clear 
conscience. I shall do so in justice. I 
shall do so in the best interests of my 
country. . 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, does the Senator from Minnesota 
LMr. Humphrey! desire some time? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I yield 5 minutes to the Senator 
from Minnesota. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Minnesota is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
believe we are all indebted to the able 
Senator from Rhode Island not only for 
a moving message but also for a mes- 
sage which was persuasive in the power 
of his words and equally if not more 
persuasive in the logic of his argument. 
The Senator from Rhode Island has 
stated the case in a manner which 
demolishes the veto message. 

I ask my colleagues to examine the 
message. If my colleagues will look at 
other veto messages of other years, they 
will find apparently there is a party line 
which is being followed without regard to 
the facts. 

This message, like others, speaking of 
H.R. 9883, says it “is indefensible by any 
light.” 

I ask my colleagues to listen to these 
words : 

This hastily drawn bill violates every con- 
cept of fairness, every rule of reason and 
logic. 

Mr. President, I do not know who ad- 
vised the President of the United States, 
but whoever did ought to be called in 
for disciplinary action. 

[Daughter in the galleries.] 

Mr. President, this bill was not hastily 
drawn. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
guests in the galleries will be quiet. Visi- 
tors are guests of the Senate. We shall 
have no demonstrations in the galleries. 

The Senator from Minnesota may pro- 
ceed. 

Mr, HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the 
bill was not hastily drawn. There are 
406 pages of hearings held by the Senate 
Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service, under the chairmanship of the 
distinguished Senator from South Car- 
olina IMr. Johnston], who for years 
has concentrated his attention on the 
subject of postal pay, pay of classified 
employees, and all matters relating to 
Federal employees. 

Let the record be clear, the advisers 
to the President may be competent, but 
I submit when a man has served as 
chairman of a committee of the U.S. 
Senate for a good many years, he, too, 
is competent. His colleagues are not 
without competence. 

Mr. President, furthermore, the Post 
Office and Civil Service Committee of 
the other body held hearings which, in 
summary, are twice as long as the hear- 
ings held by the Senate. These hearings 


were held in June and July and August — 
3 months — of 1959 in the Senate. The 
hearings were held over a long period 
of time in the other body. 

What is more, Mr, President, the justi- 
fied pay increase is not 7y 2 percent — it 
is 9 percent. We chiseled off IV 2 points 
to please this administration. 

I submit to the President of the United 
States, who has been poorly advised in 
this matter, that the proposed legisla- 
tion is well drawn. It is long over- 
due. 

I further submit that there is a body 
of testimony which no department of 
Government can refute. 

The President’s veto message talks 
about the lobbying activities in behalf 
of the bill. Mr. President, if we want 
to talk about a lobbyist, let us talk about 
the Postmaster General, and let us talk 
about his cohorts. They have been 
lobbying around the Capitol for a postal 
rate increase. They have been lobbying 
around the Capitol for years against any 
pay increase which was worthy of our 
Federal employees. They have continued 
to lobby inside and out of this build- 
ing. That is their right. However, if 
we are going to start putting the finger 
of scorn or of blame upon somebody, 
then I wish to point out that there are 
two hands with which to point. 

The postal employees, of course, have 
had a lobby at work. The word “lobby” 
is not necessarily an ugly or evil word. 
As the Senator from Rhode Island said 
awhile ago, our Federal employees are 
denied the right to strike. What is their 
opportunity to be heard ? It will do them 
no good to go to the department head, 
because the department head cannot 
act. The law fixes the wages for these 
employees. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Minnesota has 
expired. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, I yield 3 additional min- 
utes to the Senator from Minnesota. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Minnesota is recognized 
for an additional 3 minutes. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the 
department head, even if he is the most 
sympathetic boss, cannot act. The only 
place the Federal employees can receive 
any consideration is in the Congress of 
the United States. We are, in a sense, 
the collective bargaining committee, in 
terms of trade unionism. 

These employees belong to organiza- 
tions, and without those organizations 
they would be the forgotten men of this 
Government. I would think it is un- 
worthy of a Presidential veto message 
to speak in terms which are derogatory 
of a legitimate right of our citizens in 
the tlnited States— the right to petition. 

The administrative branch of the Gov- 
ernment, the executive branch, petitions 
every day. We get “a message -from the 
President.” We stop the proceedings to 
hear “a message from the President.” 

We have messages from the depart- 
ments. We are always getting messages 
from the Bureau of the Budget. I will 
say that the Bureau of the Budget is the 
body of the Government without a soul, 
a kind of political zombi. 


We receive messages week after week 
and year after year. There is a right 
to petition the elected representatives of 
the American people. When a Federal 
employee has an organization, if he lives 
in the State of Minnesota, with his fellow 
workers, and if he sends a petition to the 
Senator from Minnesota, is that supposed 
to be wrong? I will tell Senators it is 
not wrong. I am in the Senate to repre- 
sent those people. I am here to repre- 
sent the people of my State. They can 
petition whenever they wish to, and that 
petition will be respected by me and re- 
sponded to, the executive branch of the 
Government notwithstanding. 

The President of the United States has 
the power of the veto, and we have the 
power to override it. I suggest it is 
about time that the Congress exercised 
its power. The administration has one 
word which will take it down through 
history. It will be known as the “veto” 
administration. I wish to save it from 
that ill repute. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I should like to re- 
move the blight from its record. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator from Minnesota has 
expired. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. If the Sen- 
ator will permit me to interrupt, Mr. 
President, we previously indicated to 
Senators we would try to vote at 4:30. 
As we go along, we seem to generate more 
discussion. 

I have an understanding with the dis- 
tinguished minority leader, that if our 
speakers will go ahead with their 
speeches, we can probably conclude the 
discussion in 20 minutes to each side. 

I therefore ask unanimous consent that 
W'e have not to exceed 20 minutes to a 
side, and then proceed to a vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Texas? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield 1 
minute to the Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. PASTORE. I have one question 
to ask. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, may we have order in the Chamber? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senate will be in order. 

Mr. PASTORE. Does not the Senator 
from Minnesota feel that we are con- 
fronted with a disgraceful situation 
when a man who works in the Post Office 
Department has to have a second job in 
order to support his family ? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I should say we 
are. May I add that such situation does 
not add to the efficiency of the mail 
service. The efficiency of the mail service 
could be improved if the workers of 
the country in that service were given 
an opportunity to devote full time to 
their jobs without being required to do 
extra work on the outside to take care 
of their particular responsibilities. 

I conclude my message by stating that 
frankly the argument of the President 
in his message that the pay raise vio- 
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lates the principle of keeping wages up 
with the cost of living is an erroneous 
argument. It is true that workers in re- 
cent years have received proportionately 
a little more increase in pay than the 
so-called inflation has risen. But I 
should like to remind the President of the 
United States that there was a long 
period — a desert, it might be called — of 
no pay increases, in which period the 
price indexes rose and the working peo- 
ple of the country were the victims of the 
high cost of living. The workers of this 
country have not yet caught up with 
that high cost of living. Seven and one- 
half percent is still below what is just, 
and I hope the Senate will vote to over- 
ride the veto and make it unmistakably 
clear that we wish economic justice for 
the Federal employees. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I yield 4 minutes to the junior 
Senator from Texas. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 
there is a very old axiom that no army 
is better than the training of its troops 
or the leadership of its key officers. 
This, I believe, applies to governmental 
service or to the operation of any pri- 
vate industry. 

In. calling for support of the bill to 
increase Federal employees pay and 
in voting in favor of this bill becoming 
law, I am not doing that just to oppose 
the President or in any effort to lessen 
his prestige. 

I am doing this because I think it is 
right. I think the employees of the 
Government are entitled to the proposed 
pay raises. I think that they are dedi- 
cated people who generally work very 
hard at their jobs, and these pay raises 
will increase the efficiency of the Gov- 
ernment of the United States. 

I serve as a member of the Senate 
Post Office and Civil Service Committee. 

I was present every day but one at those 
hearings. The volume of printed hear- 
ings that was held up and so well ex- 
hibited here today by other Senators, 
including the distinguished senior Sena- 
tor from Minnesota, shows overwhelming 
proof that we have viewed this as we 
would a case at law, with a record made, 
and a verdict rendered for the Govern- 
ment employees. 

When the Postmaster General ap- 
peared, he did not say that the postal 
employees were not entitled to the in- 
crease; he said, “I must have a nickel 
stamp to pay for it.” 

We must raise money for the Govern- 
ment. Taxes are not popular. How- 
ever, I voted for the continuation of the 
transportation tax this year. I voted 
for a continuation of the telephone tax. 
I voted to take off the credit on stock 
dividends. 

I voted to eliminate the procedure by 
which a manufacturer in Pennsylvania 
can go to Africa on a safari, kill lions, 
and charge it off on his income tax re- 
turn as a business expense. I have voted 
for taxes to pay for expenditures by the 
Government. We retained part of those 
taxes in the bill, though the House 
deleted some. So surely when we spend 
money we must raise sufficient taxes. I 
voted for them. I though!; of the pay 
raise when I voted to retain those taxes 


and to increase others. I thought that 
those who dance must pay the fiddler. 

I voted to raise money to pay for this 
pay raise because I think one of the 
critical needs of .he Government is to 
pay its employees sufficient so that they 
can be proud of th fir jobs. Over 80 per- 
cent of the postal employees either must 
hold a second job in the nighttime or the 
daytime, or their wives must work to 
keep body and sou 1 together and to keep 
the children in scl iooI. 

Having heard ti e testimony presented 
at the hearings, I believe if all Senators 
had heard some o: the testimony before 
the Committee or Post Office and Civil 
Service that we 1 ad heard, they would 
vote 4 to i, at least, to override the veto. 

I would not be i urprised that if they 
had heard all the testimony that we on 
the Post Office and Civil Service Com- 
mittee heard, the vote would be 9 to 1 
to override. 

In my opinion the proposed pay raises 
should be voted They are modest. 
They are not encugh. They have been 
cut down to try to avoid a veto. There 
was talk in both hi mses of Congress to the 
effect that if the pay raise was kept at 
9 percent, the Pr jsident would veto the 
bill. There was much discussion to the 
effect that if the proposed increase were 
cut back to 7 1 / 2 percent, the bill would 
not be vetoed. 

As a member oi the Senate Post Office 
and Civil Service Committee who has 
had occasion to study this problem per- 
haps more carefully than some, there 
seems to me no question but what the 
proposed pay ine eases should be voted. 
The argument thi t Federal pay increases 
should be paced by cost-of-living in- 
creases in the pa >t few years only is not 
only invalid, it is ridiculous. Does it 
make sense to ssy that because a Fed- 
eral employee am l his family was almost 
starving or living in near poverty 10 years 
ago, that he should continue to live the 
same way today? Of course it does not, 
and our whole purpose here today is to, 
in some measure, attempt to correct some 
of the very greet injustices that have 
been continued over the years. And, I 
might add, this bill goes only a short 
distance toward meeting the problem. 
More pay for these employees is needed 
and justified, not less. 

It has been proven many times over, 
not only by the F ederal Government, but 
by the leading industries of the Nation, 
that low pay ar d inefficiency often go 
hand in hand. Right now, the Govern- 
ment is losing an alarming number of 
well-trained anc well-educated profes- 
sional people because private industry 
simply outbids tl e Government for their 
services. This bill, providing only a 7 14- 
percent pay increase, won’t even begin to 
completely correct that problem but it 
will be a step in the right direction, the 
right direction b fing toward keeping top 
qualified employees and efficiently op- 
erating our Government. 

Mr. President, I will vote to support 
this proposal an I strongly urge its pas- 
sage. I will veto to override the Presi- 
dent's veto of the governmental em- 
ployees pay raise . 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I wonder :f it would be agreeable 


to the minority leader to suggest the 
absence of a quorum so that we may not- 
ify all Senators. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. That would be agree- 
able. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum, 
with the understanding that the time 
will not be charged to either side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk will 
call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I yield 5 minutes to the Senator 
from Oklahoma. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I 
rise to urge in all sincerity that the Mem- 
bers of the Senate vote in a few minutes 
to override the President's veto. I do 
this in the face of a rather intemperate 
veto message, which recites on its first 
page, with respect to the ways that we 
have voted: 

Such fiscal and legislative responsibility, 
and particularly the bill’s basic unfairness 
and the discrimination that would perpet- 
uate, offend all thinking citizens, Federal 
employees among them, and make this leg- 
islation entirely unacceptable. 

Mr. President, the President of the. 
United States charges that the bill is 
discriminatory. One of the reasons why 
he says it is discriminatory is that the 
postal field service workers are given a 
pay increase of 8.8 percent, while those 
in the higher grades in the Government 
service drop down to 5.7 percent. What 
I should like to call attention to is the 
fact that 5.7 percent for a grade 8 civil 
service worker amounts to an increase 
of $1,000 a year, which the President 
believes is discriminatory against the 
higher paid worker. 

While in the top step the level for the 
postal field service is an 8.8 increase, 
to many it means only $430. Let us 
look and see what the $430 amounts to. 
This is the exact raise that more than 
1 million of our Federal employees will 
receive; 400,000 are in the letter carrier 
grade, and the other 600,000 are in the 
classified service. The total increase in 
the case of letter carriers, after 7 years of 
service — and that is as high as the letter 
carrier can go in his lifetime — will 
amount to $430 a year. This amounts 
to $35 a month by way of an increase. 
If we deduct 20 percent for taxes on the 
$35 a month that he has to pay back to 
Uncle Sam, $7 of that raise is already 
absorbed; $2.28 of that $35 is absorbed 
by the retirement fund contribution; $12 
a month will be required for the health 
insurance program, which Congress 
unanimously voted at the urging of the 
late Senator Neuberger and the chairman 
of the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service [Mr. Johnston], The deduc- 
tions that occur monthly as a result of 
the $35 per month Increase will take 
$21.28 out of the $35 per month increase, 
leaving a take-home pay of $13.72 a 
month. 
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It is true that these benefits are given 
to our postal workers and to the civil 
sendee workers. However, the steel set- 
tlement and other industrial settlements 
that are made in favor of industrial 
workers’ contracts include these fringe 
benefits. Those workers are not charged, 
as we charge our employees, for health 
insurance or for retirement. It is a part 
of their fringe package. We require our 
employees to pay for it, as we should. 
The 1 take-home pay against which the 
the President rails in his blistering veto 
message to us amounts, so far as 1 mil- 
lion workers are concerned, to $13.72 a 
month. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield 1 additional 
minute to the Senator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. MONRONEY. The starting grade 
for a letter carrier in our biggest cities 
in the United States is less than we pay 
these fine young men who serve us as 
page boys. If Senators will check on the 
matter, they will find that these men in 
the postal service, with families, living 
in big cities, trying to maintain a home, 
are paid less per year — $4,035 a year in 
the starting grade of grade 4, and that 
is where we find a great many of them — 
than we pay our fine young page boys. 

They are paid $400 less than the city 
of New York pays its garbage collectors. 
We cannot have a Federal service or a 
career service with responsible Federal 
employees under those conditions. I 
hope the Senate will vote to override 
the veto. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. How does the time 
stand, Mr. President? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
proponents have 9 minutes remaining, 
and the opponents have 20 minutes re- 
maining. 

Mr. DIRKSEN, Mr. President, first 
let me say that the President of the 
United States is a very temperate and 
restrained person. He is a man who 
talks in gentle terms and in gentle spirit. 
When one of the press columnists stated 
that the President angrily vetoed the bill, 
it was certainly a departure from the 
fact. I am afraid that whoever said 
that mistook conviction for anger. The 
very fact that this is a slightly testy 
message is only further proof that the 
President of the United States had a 
deep conviction about the bill, and ut- 
tered that conviction in terms everyone 
could understand. 

Notwithstanding everything that has 
been said on the floor, the postal increase 
average in this bill for 550,000 workers 
is 8.35 percent. That is the record. We 
can - use figures like 7 V 2 percent and 
phrases like fringe benefits, but I am 
talking about the average. The bill pro- 
vides an average increase of 8.35 percent 
for a total of $248 million; for the classi- 
fied service, $452 million; for the agri- 
cultural workers and Foreign Service 
workers, an additional amount. The net 
total is $746 million. 

The basis for the President’s approval 
is eightfold or tenfold. First is the im- 
pact on the budget. What we are doing, 
of course, is cutting off the dog’s tail a 
little at a time. In January the Presi- 
dent estimated a surplus of $4.2 billion. 


We did not provide the revenues he 
asked, so take off $700 million. 

The pay increase impact will be $700 
million the first year, so take off $700 
million. 

If we approve H.R. 10, take off another 
$400 million. 

If we approve school aid, the impact in 
the first year will be $300 million. 

If the President finally signs the 
Health, Education, and Welfare appro- 
priation bill, take off another $300 mil- 
lion — although the Senate figure was 
$500 million above the budget. 

^ In the Defense appropriation, there is 
a writeup of $865 million. However, it 
has no impact so far as the 1961 budget 
is concerned. 

On international health, take off $100 
million. 

On housing, take off, roughly, alto- 
gether, $900 million. 

What has happened to the $4.2 billion 
surplus which was to be applied to the 
$290 billion debt? It will have been 
whittled to $200 million, and we are not 
through yet. 

If Senators think that that will not 
have an impact upon the economy of 
this country in the months ahead, I am 
afraid we are badly mistaken. 

Senators speak about the inequities 
in the bill. First, the increase is 8.3 per- 
cent in the GS-1 grade; 5.7 percent in 
the GS-13 grade. I wonder what has 
happened to the bill we passed long ago 
to preserve incentives in government? 
In proportion to one’s competence, skill, 
and ambition, he was to be rewarded. 
This bill makes mincemeat out of that. 

Second, the increases are the greatest 
in the positions where the Government 
pay exceeds the industry pay. As an ex- 
ample, the national average for general 
stenographers, in 30 areas of the coun- 
try, is $3,849 a year. Under the bill, in 
grade GS-3, the pay will not be $3,849; 
it will be $4,075. 

In the postal field service, the pay will 
be $4,800 a year, which means $1,000 
more. 

The Senator from Ohio l Mr. LauscheI 
is as right as Punch when he speaks 
about the Federal Government pirating 
employees away from the State govern- 
ments. 

What about other inequities? It is 
amazing to learn that under the bill the 
chief medical director in the Veterans’ 
Administration will get more money than 
the Administrator or the Deputy Admin- 
istrator. 

The proponents of the bill like to say 
that it was not hastily drawn. Yet it 
had only 1 day’s consideration in the 
committee. That is the record on this 
particular bill. Let there be no mistake 
about it. 

Other inequities? The bill provides 
for county and community committee- 
men — 15,000 of them — who will get 
health benefits, retirement benefits, and 
so forth. It has been said that they come 
under various acts. Let us look. Those 
15,000 committeemen take no oath. All 
other Federal employees take the oath. 
The committeemen are not subject to 
the Hatch Act, no matter what the chair- 
man of the committee says. So the bill 
provides for 15,000 persons who can 


carry on their political activities, al- 
though other Government personnel 
cannot. Those committeemen are not 
subject to the Lobbying Act; they are 
elected by farmer committees. They are 
•not subject to any laws on tenure or 
hours of work or salaries. This is a 
beautiful precedent, since they are 
brought into the bill because a part of 
their salary comes out of the Federal till, 
I warn the Senate now that highway 
workers, working for the States which 
get some of their money from the Fed- 
eral Treasury, will be on the Federal 
doorstep asking for retirement and 
health benefits, and all the rest that 
goes with them. 

We are setting a precedent in the bill 
which will rise to haunt us. It has been 
said that we have to take care of living 
costs. Since the first of June, 1958, 
there was a 10 percent pay increase; 
but living costs went up only 2.1 per- 
cent. 

The general pay increase for Govern- 
ment workers was from ll l / 2 to 20 per- 
cent, and the living costs went up only 
11 percent. 

Something has been said about indus- 
try rates. Let us see. There is no guess- 
work about this. In the bill, the hiring 
rate for clerks and carriers goes up 15y2 
cents an hour. For regular clerks and 
carriers, the rate goes up 18 cents an 
hour. The maximum rate for clerks 
and carriers goes up 21 cents an hour. 

Let us look at the industry rates: 
Did industrial workers get a 15 y 2 -cent 
increase? Did they get an 18-cent in- 
crease? Did they get a 21 -cent in- 
crease? The railroad engineers got an 
increase of 11 cents -plus over a period 
of 17 months; 600,000 off-train workers, 
according to the recommendation of the 
emergency board created by the Presi- 
dent, would get an increase of 5 cents 
an hour. The steel increase was roughly 
9Vz cents an hour, and it will not begin 
until December, with 8y 2 cents an hour 
more provided, beginning in October, 
1961. 

The whole 1959 average was 9 cents an 
hour. But the bill provides 15 % cents, 
18 cents, and 21 cents. Is it any wonder 
the President said the bill was hastily 
drawn? Is it any wonder he said the 
bill was indefensible? Is it any wonder 
he said it could not be justified? The 
President of the United States was on 
good ground. 

Do not forget. This increase will be 
from now on. It will be $750 million a 
year. It is like that old song: “Not just 
for today, not just for a day, but fin- 
al ways.” 

The distinguished Senator from Min- 
nesota talked abuot that sum being 
known to the Budget Bureau. Would 
it not have been something if he could 
have achieved his ambition and gone to 
occupy 1600 Pennsylvania Avenue? 
What might we suppose would have been 
the first thing he would have done? He 
would have called up the Budget Di- 
rector to see where he was, to keep 
things on track. 

Incidentally, the Senator from Min- 
nesota said that Eisenhower will go 
down as the great vetoing President. 
Oh, is that so? Let us see. Franklin 
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Roosevelt had 631 vetoes; Truman had 
250; and up to date Mr. Eisenhower has 
had 160. It is so easy to generalize and 
throw these statements about. But this 
is the record. Somebody must have 
raised the question in connection with 
this bill, so just to make certain Sen- 
ators will know where to find it, on page 
21 of the hearings they will find the 
veto record. 

Mr. President, I simply do not un- 
derstand, how we could have given the 
Department of Labor $1 million last 
year, have them earmark $500,000, di- 
rect them to make a study of comparable 
wages in industry and government, and 
to submit the report by September. 
What are we going to do? It is an in- 
elegant but American expression: We 
are going to thumb our noses at what we 
did last year and kiss $500,000 down 
the drain because we are not willing 
to wait until the report comes in. 

What are we asking the President to 
do? We are asking the President to 
ignore what we have told him to do. 
That is a great business. It is no wonder 
he had a deep and abiding conviction on 
this subject, when he finally vetoed the 
bill. 

O, Mr. President, there are many 
things to be said about it, but of course 
time will not permit. 

One other thing: After spending and 
spending, it seems that we propose to 
let the President grovel around to find 
where the revenue shall come from. 

I offered the postal rate bill in con- 
nection with this bill, but it was voted 
down on this floor. 

Mr. -President, how would you like to 
be sitting at 1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, 
as President of the United States, and 
have a body 16 blocks away spend money 
like water, and then, when you said, 
“Please give me a little revenue,” be 
told, in effect, “The devil with you. You 
find it wherever you can.” Certainly 
that is not a pretty picture, in my book. 

Mr. President, the total national in- 
come for the first quarter of this year is 
estimated by the indicators at $402 bil- 
lion; personal consumption expendi- 
tures, $321 billion. What do we think 
would happen if the consumption cost— 
the living cost — went up 1 percent on 
$321 billion of consumption expendi- 
tures — or $3,200 million, 4 times the 
amount called for by this bill? And for 
what? For 2Vz percent of the entire 
labor force. Today the country’s labor 
force is roughly 73 million. This bill 
affects 1,600,000— or 2V 2 percent of that 
labor force. The bill calls for $750 mil- 
lion for them. Mr. President, do -we 
trifle now with the stability of the coun- 
try’s economy? If we rock it by 1 per- 
cent, we shall have placed on all the 
families in the country an additional 
burden to the extent of $3 billion, 4 
times the amount involved in this bill; 
and if there were an increase of 2 per- 
cent, it would be 8 times the amount 
of money involved in this bill. 

In our conference the other day, I 
said I am becoming increasingly con- 
cerned about the cost-price squeeze in 
this country. 

Mr. President, where do you think 
this money will come from, finally? It 


will come out of production, and no- 
here else. When we make it so difficult 
for the producers of goods and services, 
and then add the spirited competition 
from abroad, by means of the imports 
of shoes, automobiles and fabricated 
steel, we are play ng with a little bundle 
of dynamite if we put these additional 
burdens on the ec onomy, unless they are 
completely justified. 

One other thing about all the untoward 
sentiments which were expressed in re- 
gard to the President’s references to 
pressure, I have seen a great deal of 
pressure in this man’s town. 

Mr. President, let me ask how much 
time remains unc er my control. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Illinois has 4 minutes re- 
maining. 

Mr. DIRKSEF. Mr. President, the 
Constitution of the United States con- 
tains a provision which marks out the 
seat of the Federal Government — called 
the District of Columbia; and the Con- 
gress has exclusive jurisdiction over the 
seat of governing nt. Perhaps one won- 
ders why the f rar lers of the Constitution 
were so wise. There was a reason for 
that provision, fcr when one of the early 
Congresses met n Philadelphia, it was 
so beset by sold ers who were clamor- 
ing for land grants and for other con- 
siderations, that finally it was necessary 
to provide that ihe seat of government 
shall be under he jurisdiction of the 
legislative brand; and it has been so 
from that day tc this. 

No one object:; to having any groups 
petition the legislative branch of the 
Government. Bit sometimes that can 
go a little too fa \ I do not quarrel, for 
I know the gentlemen who are interested 
in this bill. Why, Mr. President, Jerry 
Keating is one of my best friends. I 
have been at pistal workers meetings 
with him. Belie re me, it is no easy chore 
for the minority leader to stand here to- 
day and appeal 1 o the Senate to hold up 
the hand of the President of the United 
States; but the minority leader does so 
because he believes the national interest 
supervenes the group interest. That is 
the reason for this appeal today. 

Mr. President, I have often wondered: 
Suppose the Army lobbied us; suppose 
the Navy lobbitd us; suppose the Air 
Force lobbied u:i. It may be said they 
are under contract, and that their free- 
dom is limited b y their enlistment. But 
who shall say how far that might go 
someday and then we would get into 
real difficulty. But I shall not put the 
matter on that ground. 

I simply say 1 1 hink this bill was hastily 
drawn. It contains many inequities. 

Therefore, I believe the President's 
veto should be sustained. 

Mr. President I yield back the re- 
mainder of the t ime under my control. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, the Senator from Alaska [Mr. 
GrueningI desi:es to speak for 2 min- 
utes; therefore, I yield 2 minutes to him. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from A aska is recognized for 2 
minutes. 

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, for 7 
years we have been told by the White 
House what leg: slating we could do and 


what legislating we could not do. Dur- 
ing the 86th Congress, in which I have 
served in the Senate for the first time, I 
have noted again and again that, without 
exception, we have been told by the 
President of the United States what we 
could not do in regard to legislation for 
airports, for highways, for aid to schools, 
for classroom construction, for aid for 
teachers’ salaries, for housing, for aid to 
small business, for area redevelopment, 
for antipollution control, for public 
works, and for resource and conservation 
development. The needs of the Ameri- 
can people in these vital fields have been 
slighted and impaired by veto or threat 
of veto. 

We are now being told what we cannot 
pay to our Federal employees. 

Mr. President, I think it time for the 
Congress to resume its legislative func- 
tion. 

I intend to do my part by voting to 
override the President’s veto. I hope 
this body will join the House of Repre- 
sentatives in overriding this veto by an 
impressive majority. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may yield one- 
half a minute to the Senator from South 
Dakota [Mr. Case!, in order to permit 
him to request that an insertion be made 
in the Record. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Senator from South Da- 
kota may proceed for one-half a minute. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. 
President, I have received numerous 
telegrams and letters in regard to this 
subject. 

In response, I have stated in my letter 
of June 30: 

I felt that the Increases over such a broad 
range of Federal salaries would be Inflation- 
ary unless clearly shown otherwise. The 
additional cost to the Treasury was esti- 
mated at $746 million each year from now 
on. 

All things considered, it did not seem 
wise to me to commit such additional funds 
until the study that is being made on Fed- 
eral salaries has been completed. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the entire text of my letter and 
the telegrams be printed at this point 
in the Record. 

There being no objection, the letter 
and the telegrams were ordered to be 
printed in the Record, as follows: 

Washington, D.C.,June 30, 1960. 
Mr. George W. Coughlin, 

Mr. George E. Muser, 

Mr. Walter L. Klinkel, 

Local No. 1010, • 

DeSmet Post Office Clerks, 

DeSmet, S. Dak. 

Dear Friends: Thank you for your letter 
relative to my vote on the Federal pay raise 
bill. 

I felt that the increases over such a broad 
range of Federal salaries would be inflation- 
ary unless clearly shown otherwise. The ad- 
ditional cost to the Treasury was estimated 
at $746 million each year from now on. 

All things considered, it did not seem wise 
to me to commit such additional funds un- 
til the study that is being made on Federal 
salaries has been completed. It is due in 
September. 

I am concerned with the welfare of our 
Federal employees, but also with the state 
of the Federal Treasury at a time when we 
must spend more money for our defense 
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needs and when the country is plagued with 
the inflation problem. Possibly a bill can 
be worked out that will not be quite so 
expensive. 

With best wishes, 

Sincerely yours, 

Francis Case, 

U.S. Senator. 

Aberdeen, S. Dak., June 30, 1960. 
Hon. Francis Case, 

Senate Office Building, 

Washington, D.C.: 

It is imperative that you vote to override 
the veto of H.R. 9883. 

N.F.P.O. Local 08. 

Aberdeen, S. Dak., June 30, 1960. 
Hon. Francis Case, 

Senate Office Building, 

Washington, D C.: 

The South Dakota members of the Na- 
tional Association of Internal Revenue Em- 
ployees and their families respectfully re- 
quest your cooperation in overriding the 
veto of the pay raise bill. Affirmative action 
on your part will be appreciated. 

Ed. Losacker, 

President, Unit No. 8 of NAIRE. 

Sioux Falls, S. Dak., June 30, 1960. 
Senator Francis Case, 

Washington, D C.: 

Urge you override President’s veto of H.R. 
9883. 

Ward Pratt. 

Menno, S. Dak., June 30, 1960. 
Senator Francis Case, 

Senate Office Building, 

Washington, D.C.: 

We would appreciate your vote to over- 
ride veto of postal pay bill. 

Art Suess, 

B. J. Aisenbrey, 

R. J. Langholz, 

W. J. Bender, 

Postal Employees. 

Rapid City, S. Dak., June 30, 1960. 
Senator Francis Case, 

Senate Office Building, 

Washington , D.C.: 

'Vould appreciate support to override veto 
oi Dstal employees pay raise respectfully. 

Roy Cramer, 

President, Local 760, N.F.P.O.C. 

Iarkston, S. Dak., June 30, 1960. 
Hon. Francis Case, 

U.S. Senate Building, 

Washington, D.C.: 

It would be deeply appreciated if you will 
support the override and pass bill H.R. 9883. 
We prefer to accept the bill as passed by 
Congress rather than risk not having any 
salary legislation this year. 

Sincerely yours, 

R. C. Bernard, 

I. H. Maxwell, 

F. F. Kurtenbach, 

ED N, Grosz, 

G. J. Kopel, 

L. J. Gukeisen, 

J. E. Muhs, 

Mitchell, S. Dak., June 30, 1960. 
Senator Francis Case, 

U.S. Senate Building, 

Washington, D.C.: 

Please vote to override veto of H.R. 9883. 
Post Office Clerks and Carriers. 

Beresford, S. Dak., June 30, 1960. 
Senator Francis Case, 

Washington, D.C.: 

Please consider override vote on pay bill. 

Eighteen Postal Employees. 


Aberdeen, S. Dak., July 1, 1960. 
Hon. Francis Case, 

Senate Office Building, 

Washington, D.C.: 

Postal pay raise long overdue, we expect 
your vote to override, 

Robert G. McGarry, 
President, National Association of Let- 
ter Carriers, Branch 502. 

Winner, S. Dak., June 30, 1960. 
Hon. Francis Case, 

U.S. Senator, 

Senate Office Building, 

Washington, D.C.: 

We urge you to vote to override the veto 
of the Government employee pay bill. 

Employees of the Winner Post 
Office. 

Watertown, S. Dak., June 30, 1960. 
Senator Francis Case, 

Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 

Urgently request your support to override 
veto of H.R. 9883. 

Postal Clerks and Carriers. 

St. Paul, Minn., July 1, 1960. 
Hon. Francis Case, 

Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 

Please vote to override veto of Federal em- 
ployees pay bill, H.R. 9883. 

Robert Wadtke, 

Jesse Roberson, 

Anthony Markowski, 

Fred Cassel, 

Employees at St. Paul Post Office 
Terminal Section, 

St. Paul, Minn., July 1, 1960. 
Hon. Francis Case, 

Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 

Please vote to override veto of Federal 
employees pay bill, H.R. 9883. 

Walter Hartman, 

George Walker, 

Leonard Conway, 

Edward Buckley, 

Employees at St. Paul Post Office 
Terminal Section. 

St. Paul, Minn., July 1, 1960. 
Hon, Francis Case, 

Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 

Please vote to override veto of Federal 
employees pay bill, H.R, 9883. 

John Dolan, 

- Herman Schuette, 

Bernard Rubenstein, 

Elden Sullewold, 

Employees at St. Paul Post Office 
Terminal Section. 

St. Paul, Minn., July 1, 1960. 
Hon. Francis Case, 

Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 

Please vote to override veto of Federal 
employees pay bill, H.R. 9883. 

Walter Knudson, 
Merrill Hauser, 

James Mieland, 

Floyd Anderson, 

Employees at St. Paul Post Office 
Terminal Section. 

St. Paul, Minn,, July 1, 1960. 
Hon. Francis Case, 

Senate Office Building, 

Washington, D.C.: 

Please vote to override veto of Federal em- 
ployees' pay bill. 

E. Hoppe, 

E, Stein, 

B. Larson, 

P, O. Feiest, 

Employees of St, Paul Post Office, Ter- 
minal Section, 


St. Paul, Minn., July 1, 19C0. 
Hon. Francis Case, 

Senate Office Building, 

Washington, D.C.: 

Please vote to override veto of Federal em- 
ployees’ pay bill, H.R. 9883. 

Ed Nierowicz, 

Curtis Tjoswold, 
Stanley Moncha, 

Rudy Ludeman, 

Employees at St. Paul Post Office, Ter- 
minal Section. 

Brooklyn, N.Y., July 1, 1960. 
Senator Francis Case, 

Senate Office Building, 

Washington, D.C.: 

Strongly urge you vote override Presiden- 
tial veto Federal pay raise. 

Joseph Shumack. 

New Brunswick, N.J. 

Washington, D.C., June 30, 1960. 
Senator Francis Case, 

Senate Office Building, 

Washington, D.C.: 

We strongly urge you to vote to override 
the Presidential veto of H.R. 9883 relative 
to salary Increase for postal and Federal em- 
ployees. We are voicing the unanimous de- 
sire of our membership in Federal Govern- 
ment employment for a muchly deserved and 
long-delayed salary Increase. 

International Association of 
Fire Fighters, 

William B. Buck, President. 

John C. Kabachus, 

Secretary-Treasurer . 

Washington, D.C., June 30, 1960. 
Senator Francis Case, 

Senate Office Building, 

Washington, D.C.: 

We respectfully request your support of 
motion to override veto of H.R. 9883, the 
postal and Federal employees' pay bill. The 
bill was enacted by substantial majorities 
In both Senate and House of Representatives 
after thorough and lengthy consideration 
and following extensive committee hearings. 
Every argument advanced In the veto mes- 
sage was presented to the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service and rejected by large 
majorities. We believe the facts warrant the 
enactment of this legislation, the objections 
of the President notwithstanding. 

National Federation op 
Post Office Clerks, 

J. Cline House, 

President. 

E. C. Hai.lbeck, 

Legislative Director. 

Washington, D.C., July 1, 1960. 
Senator Francis Case, 

United States Senate, Washington, D.C.: 

Great indignation has been caused among 
the postal employees of the Nation by the 
harsh and intemperate tone of the Presi- 
den’ts veto message. The postal and Federal 
employees have been seeking a fair adjust- 
ment in their pay. We regret that appar- 
ently the President has been misled by his 
advisers. American citizens should be able 
to expect that the facts or conclusions pre- 
sented by executive departments to the 
President and to the Nation should be 
presented in an objective manner and 
should be exact in detail. Unfortunately 
this is not the case in the statements fur- 
nished to the President for use in the 
veto message. 

We have clearly demonstrated to the com- 
mittees in both Houses that Government 
workers are far behind workers in private 
industry when it come3 to pay. Those op- 
posing the pay increase have not success- 
fully disputed this fact. In the last 12 years 
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Government employees have received only 
four Increases while those In private In- 
dustry have received 11. The alleged In- 
equities In Government pay have never been 
successfully described or explained. 

We urge you on behalf of all letter carriers 
In America to vote to override 'the veto of 
H.R. 9883. 

William D. Doherty, Bethesda, Md.; 
Jerome J. Keating, Alexandria, Va.; 
Peter J. Cahill, Lexington, Mass.; R. B. 
Kremers, Arlington, Va.; John H. Sul- 
livan, Portland, Maine; Philip Lepper, 
New York, N.Y.; Andrew F. Baker, 
Austin, Tex.; J. Stanly Lewis, Bur- 
bank, Calif.; Dean E. Soverns,. Denver, 
Colo.; James H. Rademacher, Detroit, 
Mich.; Charles N. Coyle, Portland, 
Oreg.; John W. Schmidt, Milwaukee, 
Wis.; James C. Stocker, St. Louis, Mo.; 
George A. Bang, Arlington, Va.; 
Thomas H. Gerraty, East Orange, N.J.; 
Louis F. Seeback, Brooklyn, N.Y.; 
Martin P. Kalbow, Chicago, 111.; James 
P. Deely, Arlington, Va.; Carl J. Sax- 
senmeler, San Francisco, Calif.; Ed F. 
Benning, Springfield, 111.; Nelson E. 
Sundermeier, Cleveland, Ohio. 

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Texas yield 40 seconds 
to me? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield. 

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I have 
listened to the debate this afternoon, 
and I wish to refer to the priorities and 
the set of values involved in this case. 

I am disturbed that there should be 
so much concern over a salary increase 
of $400 or $500 to one who earns it, but 
no great concern over an increase of 
$4 billion in interest charges. 

It seems to me that if we put first 
things first we should have no difficulty 
resolving this problem. 

We note with concern that there have 
been mounting increases at the White 
House and at the Bureau of the Budget. 
It is these that are responsible for the 
statement today that we cannot pay the 
living a living wage. 

Mr. President, I hope we assign the 
proper values and priorities to these fac- 
tors in the American economy, and that 
we vote to override the President’s veto. 

Mir. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I believe the issues confronting us 
here are very simple. 

I believe every Senator has already 
made up his mind in regard to how he 
will vote. 

All of us are dealing with a group of 
dedicated and hard-working Americans 
who perform vital tasks under great diffi- 
culties. They are the Government work- 
ers. Without this group, good govern- 
ment and efficient government could 
never function in our country. These 
workers, Mr. President, are entirely de- 
pendent upon the good judgment of the 
Congress as to the wage scale that shall 
be set. They do not have the power, 
they do not have the authority, to exer- 
cise great economic pressures in order to 
better their own conditions and their 
status in life. 

Mr. President, I am not swayed by the 
strong language that has been used 
against the proposal to better the eco- 
nomic lot of these hard-working people 
who, for the most part, are in the lower 
pay grades. I think the important con- 
sideration is whether we shall make con- 
ditions sufficiently attractive to draw into 


the Government service, and to main- 
tain in the U.S. C rovernment service, the 
highest type of Ai nerican. 

I read an artide this morning which 
said that even when the pay raises were 
granted, even if the veto should be over- 
ridden, the average salary of the postal 
worker — his act lal take-home pay — 
would be less than $75 a week. 

I am going tc vote to override this 
veto. I am going to vote to override it 
because I believe it is in the interest of 
good government, because I believe it is 
a matter of sire pie justice, because I 
think it is the wise course for our 
country. 

I yield back my time. 

The PRESIDIh G OFFICER. On this 
vote, under the Constitution, the yeas 
and nays are required. The clerk will 
call the roll. 

Mr. DIRKSEN, Will the Chair re- 
state the questior before the Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is, Shall the bill pass, the ob- 
jections of the Piesident to the contrary 
notwithstanding 1 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, as I 
understand, a “3 ea” vote is a vote in 
favor of the passage of the bill; a “nay” 
vote is against it. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Sen ators answered to their 


names: 

[No. 270] 


Aiken 

Fong 

Magnuson 

Allott 

Frear 

Mansfield 

Anderson 

Full right 

Monroney 

Bartlett 

Golc water 

Morse 

Beall 

Gor< 

Morton 

Bennett 

Gretn 

Moss 

Bible 

Gru ming 

Mundt 

Bridges 

Harl 

Murray 

Brunsdale 

Harl ke 

Muskie 

Bush 

Hay' len 

O’Mahoney 

Butler 

Hich enlooper 

Fastore 

Byrd, Va. 

Hill 

Prouty 

Byrd, W. Va. 

Holl md 

Proxmire 

Cannon 

Hru: ka 

Randolph 

Capehart 

Humphrey 

'Robertson 

Carlson 

Jack son 

Russell 

Carroll 

Javi ;s 

Saltonstall 

Case. N.J. 

Johnson, Tex. 

Schoeppel 

Case*, S. Dak. 

Johnston, S.C. 

Scott 

Chavez 

Jordan 

Smathers 

Church 

Kea ing 

Smith 

Clark 

Kef i uver 

Sparkman 

Cooper 

Ken aedy 

Stennis 

Cotton 

Keri 

Symington 

Curtis 

Kuc ael 

Talmadge 

Dirksen 

Laui che 

Thurmond 

Dodd 

Lom Hawaii 

Wiley 

Douglas 

Lon; {, La. 

Williams, Del. 

Dworshak 

Lusl: 

Williams, N.J. 

Eastland. 

McC arthy 

Yarborough 

Ellender 

McC Lellan 

Young, N. Dak. 

Engle 

McC ee 

Young, Ohio 

Ervin 

McN amara 



Mr. MANSFIELD. T announce that 
the Senator from Missouri [Mr. Hen- 
nings] is absent )ecause of illness. 

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the 
Senator from Iowa [Mr. Martin] is 
absent by leave c f the Senate on official 
business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo- 
rum is present. 

The question is Shall the bill pass, the 
objections of the President of the United 
States to the contrary notwithstanding? 
Under the Cons Itution, the yeas and 
nays are require I. The clerk will call 
the roll. 


The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I announce that 
the Senator from Missouri [Mr. Hen- 
nings] is absent because of illness. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Missouri 
[Mr. Hennings] would vote “yea.” 

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the 
Senator from Iowa [Mr. Martin] is ab- 
sent by leave, of the Senate on official 
business. 

The yeas and nays resulted — yeas 74, 


nays 24, as follows: 


Aiken 

[No. 271] 
YEAS— 74 

Gore 

Monroney 

Allott 

Green 

Morse 

Anderson 

Gruening 

Moss 

Bartlett 

Hart 

Mundt 

Beall 

Hartke 

Murray 

Bible 

Hayden 

Muskie 

Butler 

Hill 

O’Mahoney 

Byrd, W. Va. 

Humphrey 

Fastore 

Cannon 

J ackson 

Prouty 

Capehart 

Javits 

Proxmire 

Carroll 

Johnson, Tex. 

Randolph 

Case, N.J. 

Johnston, S.C. 

Robertson 

Chavez 

Jordan 

Schoeppel 

Church 

Keating 

Scott 

Clark 

Kefauver 

Smathers 

Cooper 

Kennedy 

Smith 

Cotton 

Kerr 

Sparkman 

Dodd 

Kucbel 

Stennis 

Douglas 

Long, Hawaii 

Symington 

Eastland 

Long, La. 

Talmadge 

Ellender 

McCarthy 

Wiley 

Engle 

McGee 

Williams, N.J. 

Fong 

McNamara 

Yarborough 

Frear 

Magnuson 

Young, N. Dak. 

Fulbright 

Mansfield 


Bennett 

NAYS— 24 

Dirksen 

Lusk 

Bridges 

Dworshak 

McClellan 

Brunsdale 

Ervin 

Morton 

Bush 

Gold water 

Russell 

Byrd, Va. 

Hickenlooper 

Saltonstall 

Carlson 

Holland 

Thurmond 

Case, S. Dak. 

Hruska 

Williams, Del. 

Curtis 

Lausche 

Young, Ohio 


NOT VOTING- 

-2 

Hennings 

Martin 



The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote, the yeas are 74, the nays are 24. 
Two-thirds of the Senators present and 
voting having voted in the affirmative, 
the bill, on reconsideration, is passed, 
the objections of the President of the 
United States to the contrary notwith- 
standing. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

A mesage from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House had passed the following bills, in 
which it requested the concurrence of 
theSenate: 

H.R. 2069. An act for the relief of James 
H. Presley; 

H.R. 5284. An act for the relief of Chris- 
tine Fahrenbruch, a minor; 

H.R. 6084. An act for the relief of J. Butler 
Hyde; 

H.R. 6709. An act for the. relief of Mike.H. 
Kostelac; 

H.R. 6767. An act for the relief of Ray- 
mond Baurkot; 

H.R. 7035. An act for the relief of Hattie 
and Joseph Patrick, Sr., and for the legal 
.guardian of Betty Ann Smith and the legal 
guardian of Stanley Smith, and, for the legal 
guardian of James E. Harris, Jr.; 

H.R. 7618. An act for the relief of H. P. 
Lambert Co., Inc., and Southeastern Drilling 
Corp.; 

H.R. 7792. An act for the relief of Martin 
A. Mastandrea; 

H.R. 9417. An act for the relief of Harry 
Kalolan; 
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H.R. 9715. An act lor the relief of Otis 
Drlnkard; 

H.R. 10152. An act for the relief of Miss 
Marie E. Mark; 

H.R. 10532. An act for the relief of Carmelo 
Spagnoletti; 

H.R. 11128. An act for the relief of Dr. Hans 
J. V. Tledemann and family; 

H.R. 11327. An act for the relief of Chaun- 
cey A. Ahalt; 

H.R. 11420. An act for the relief of Ferdi- 
nand Hofacker; 

H.R. 11460. An act for the relief of Edouard 
E. Perret; 

H.R. 11545. An act to amend the act of 
October 31, 1949, with respect to payments to 
Bernalillo County, N. Mex., for furnishing 
hospital care for certain Indians; 

H.R. 11562. An act for the relief of the 
Maritime Museum Association of San Diego; 

H.R. 11756. An act for the relief of Cato 
Bros., Inc. 

H.R. 11791. An act to confer Jurisdiction 
on the U.S. Court of Claims to hear, 
determine, and render judgment on the 
claim of Paul Bernstein against the United 
States; 

H.R. 12398. An ®.ct for the relief of Erwin 
P. Milspaugh; 

H.R. 12471. An act for the relief of Capt. 
Lucien B. Clark, 02051623, MSC, U.S. Army; 

H.R. 12476. An act for the relief of John 
H. Esterline; and 

H.R. 12817. An act for the relief of Robert 
Finley Delaney. 


HOUSE BILLS REFERRED 

The following bills were severally read 
twice by their titles and referred, as indi- 
cated: 

H.R. 2069. An act for the relief of James 
H. Presley; 

H.R. 5284. An act for the relief of 
Christine Fahrenbruch, a minor; 

H.R. 6084. An act for the relief of J. Butler 
Hyde; 

H.R. 6709. An act for the relief of Mike 
H. Kostelac; 

H.R. 6767. An act for the relief of Raymond 
Baurkot; 

H.R. 7035. An act for the relief of Hattie 
and Joseph Patrick, Sr., and for the legal 
guardian of Betty Ann Smith and the legal 
guardian of Stanley Smith, and for the legal 
guardian of James E. Harris, Jr.; 

H.R. 7618. An act for the relief of H.P. 
Lambert Co., Inc., and Southeastern Drilling 
Corp.; 

H.R. 7792. An act for the relief of Martin 
A. Mastandrea; 

H.R. 9417. An act for the relief of Harry 
Kaloian; 

H.R. 9715. An act for the relief of Otis 
Drinkard; 

H.R. 10152. An act for the relief of Miss 
Marie E. Mark; 

H.R. 10532. An act for the relief of Car- 
melo Spagnoletti; 

H.R. 11128. An act for the relief of Dr. 
Hans J. V. Tiedmann and family; 

H.R. 11327. An act for the relief of Chaun- 
cey A, Ahalt; 

H.R. 11420. An act for the relief of Ferdi- 
nand Hofacker; 

H.R. 11460. An act for the relief of Edou- 
ard E. Perret; 

H.R. 11662, An act for the relief of the 
Maritime Museum Association of San Diego; 

H.R. 11756. An act for the relief of Cato 
Bros., Inc.; 

H.R. 11791. An act to confer Jurisdiction 
on the U.S. Court of Claims to hear, deter- 
mine, and render judgment on the claim of 
Paul Bernstein against the United States; 

H.R. 12398. An act for the relief of Erwin 
P. Milspaugh; 

H.R. 12471. An act for the relief of Capt. 
Lucien B. Clark, 02051623, MSC, U.S. Army; 

No. 123 11 


H.R. 12476. An act for the relief of John H, 
Esterline; and 

H.R. 12617. An act for the relief of Rob- 
ert Finley Delaney; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

H.R. 11545. An act to amend the act of 
October 31, 1949, with respect to payments 
to Bernalillo County, N. Mex., for furnish- 
ing hospital care for certain Indians; to the 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare. 


TEMPORARY APPROPRIATIONS 

Mr, JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I should like to inform the Senate 
that the distinguished chairman of the 
Appropriations Committee has a House 
joint resolution concerning appropria- 
tion bills that he desires to present. I 
should like to yield to him at this time 
to oiler that resolution. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of House Joint Resolution 
778, the joint resolution making tem- 
porary appropriations for the months of 
July and August. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
joint resolution will be stated by title 
for the information of the Senate. 

The joint resolution (H.J. Res. 778), 
making temporary appropriations for 
the fiscal year 1961, and for other pur- 
poses was read twice by its title. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to th'e present consideration of 
the joint resolution? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, there 
is no objection to its immediate consid- 
eration, but only to make the record, as 
these bills are signed by the President 
from' time to time, the joint resolution 
will have no application; the joint res- 
olution is intended only for carryover 
purposes. 

' Mr. HAYDEN. It would carry over as 
to the operations specified, and when the 
President signs any one of the bills con- 
cerned, the joint resolution will no longer 
apply to that bill. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I thank the Senator. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the- Joint resolution? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the joint resolu- 
tion. 

Mr. HAYDEN. This joint resolution 
is the usual type, in order to make pro- 
vision for continuing in operation the 
functions of Government for which an- 
nual appropriations for fiscal year 1961 
have not been enacted. The joint reso- 
lution will continue its function until 
August 31, 1960. 

The joint resolution covers the follow- 
ing appropriation bills: Legislative 
Branch Appropriation Act, 1961; Gen- 
eral Government Matters Appropriation 
Act, 1961; Independent Offices Appropri- 
ation Act, 1961; Department of Defense 
Appropriation Act, 1961; Departments of 
Labor, and Health, Education, and Wel- 
fare Appropriation Act, 1961; Military 
Construction Appropriation Act, 1961; 
Mutual Security and Related Agencies 
Appropriation Act, 1961; Public Works 
Appropriation Act, 1961; Departments of 
State and Justice, the Judiciary, and Re- 
lated Agencies Appropriation Act, 1961; 


and the Supplemental Appropriation 
Act, 1961. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
joint resolution is open to amendment.' 
If there be no amendment to be pro- 
posed, the question is on the third read- 
ing and passage of the joint resolution. 

The joint resolution (H.J. Res. 778) 
was ordered to a third reading, was read 
the third time, and passed. 


MILITARY CONSTRUCTION APPRO- 
PRIATION BILL, 1961— CONFER- 
ENCE REPORT 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, the distinguished Senator from 
Mississippi [Mr. StennisI has a confer- 
ence report that is noncontroversial 
which he wishes to present. I think it 
can be disposed of in a relatively short 
time. Then the Senator from Washing- 
ton [Mr. Magnuson] has a conference 
report that is very important and I 
understand it is also noncontroversial 
and can be disposed of within a short 
time. First we should like to lay before 
the Senate the conference report on the 
military construction bill. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I sub- 
mit a report of the committee of con- 
ference on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses on the amendments of the 
Senate to the bill (H.R. 12231) making 
appropriations for military construc- 
tion for the Department of Defense for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1961, and 
for other purposes. I ask unanimous 
consent for the present consideration of 
the report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Gruening in the chair) . The report will 
be read for the information of the 
Senate. 

The legislative clerk read the report. 
(For conference report, see House 
proceedings of June 30, 1960, p. 14201, 
Congressional Record.) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the report? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the report. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, the re- 
port is unanimous and is signed by all 
conferees. I ask that it be adopted. 

Mr. DIRKSEN obtained the floor. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Illinois yield? 
Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I support en- 
tirely the statement of the Senator from 
Mississippi. The conference report was 
unanimously agreed to. It was arrived 
at after about 6 hours of labor. I believe 
it is a proper report for this year. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the confer- 
ence report. 

The report was agreed to. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that a table showing 
the amount of the budget estimate, the 
amounts contained in the House and 
the Senate versions, and the final 
amount for each item in the bill. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the Record, 
as follows: 
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Appropriations for military construction, fiscal year 1961, showing 1960 appropriations, 
1961 estimates, and congressional action 


Title 

(1) 

Appropria- 
tions, 1960 

(2) 

Budget esti- 
mate, 1961 

(3) 

House action ! 

(4) 

Senate 

action 

(5) " 

Conference - 
action 

(8) 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 

Military construction, Array.— 

Military construction, Army Reserve 

Military construction, Army National } 

Guard - 

Military construction, Army (special 

$263, 632, 300 
20,000, 000 

23, 219, 000 

$209,000,000 
12, 000,000 

8, 000, 000 

2, 000,000 

190. 000. 000 

4. 000. 000 

3. 000. 000 

725.000. 000 

4.000. 000 

7. 000. 000 

4. 000. 000 

20, 000,000 

$147,042, 000 
12,000, 000 

8,000,000 

$169, 816, 000 
- 16,038,000 

17,540,000 

$148, 407. 000 
16,038, 000 

17, 540, 000 

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 

Military construction, Navy-- 

Military construction, Naval Reserve. ... 
Military construction, Navy (special 

204,112,400 
8, 980, 000 

156, 459, 000 
4,000,000 

166, 583, 000 
4,000, 000 

162, 519, 000 

4, 000, 000 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 

Military construction, Air Force : 

Military construction, Air Force Reserve. 
Military construction, Air National 

Guard ; 

Military construction, Air Force (special 

776, 832, 500 
4, 000,000 

16,440,000 

518,044,000 

4. 000. 000 

7.000. 000 

050, 400, 000 
4, 000, 000 

13, 850, 000 

009,501,000 

4,000,000 

13,850,000 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

Loran stations, Department of Defense- 
Military construction, Advanced Re- 
search Projects Agency, Department 

23, 200, 000 

19, 000, 000 

19, 000,000 

i (20,000,000) 

19,000,000 

(20,000,000) 

Total 

1,340,416,200 

1, 188,000, 000 

876, 145, 000 

1,067,227,000 

994,855,000 


J $20,000,000 to be derived by transfer from funds available to Office of Secretary of Defense for advanced reseat clt 


projects. 


INDEPENDENT OFFICES APPROPRI- 
ATION BILL — CONFERENCE RE- 
PORT 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
submit a report of the committee of con- 
ference on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses on the amendments of the 
Senate to the bill (H.R. 11776) making 
appropriations for sundry independent 
executive bureaus, boards, commissions, 
corporations, agencies, and offices, for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1961, and 
for other purposes. I ask unanimous 
consent for the present consideration of 
the report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re- 
port will be read for the information of 
the Senate. 

The legislative clerk read the report. 

(For conference report, see House pro- 
ceedings of June 30, 1960, pp. 14202- 
14203, Congressional Record.) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the report? 


There being no objection, the report 
was considered an I a greed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
fore the Senate a, message from the 
House of Representatives announcing 
its action on certa: n amendments of the 
Senate to House bill 11776, which was 
read as follows: 

In the House of R sfresentatives, U.S. 

July 1, 1960. 

Resolved, That this House recede from its 
disagreement to the imendments of the Sen- 
ate numbered 12, 111, .23, 44, and 62 to the 
bill (H.R. 11776) et titled “An Act malting 
appropriations for si ndry independent exec- 
utive bureaus, boa-ds, commissions, cor- 
porations, agencies, i ,nd officers, for the fiscal 
year ending June 1 0 , 1961, and for other 
purposes”, and cone ir therein; 

That the House mcede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendn lent of the Senate num- 
bered 1, and concur therein with an amend- 
ment, as follows: In Hen of the sum named 
therein, Insert “$2,50 1”. 

That the House r icede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendn tent of the Senate num- 
bered 47, and concur therein with an amend- 
ment, as follows: After the word “trans- 
ferred” insert “without reimbursement”. 


Mr. MAGNUSON. I move that the 
Senate concur in the House amendments 
to Senate amendments numbered 1 and 
47. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from Washington. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. For the purpose of 
the Record, this report is a unanimous 
concurrence of all conferees from both 
the House and the Senate. There are 
several important matters in this huge 
appropriation bill in which the Senate 
was interested and w r ith respect to which 
it instructed the conferees before they 
went to conference. Among those is the 
matter of the appropriation for the civil 
defense program of matching funds for 
State and local administrative costs. 
We have agreed upon $6 million, which 
is one-half of the $12 million requested, 
and the program is scheduled to begin 
January 1. 

Provided for the General Services 
Administration for the construction of 
public buildings throughout the coun- 
try is $165,441,000. It also includes the 
construction of four large buildings in 
the District of Columbia, and the Court 
of Claims and the Court of Customs 
Appeals. 

Restored to the Federal Communica- 
tions Commission is $150,000 for enlarg- 
ing the investigation of stations as to 
technical and legal requirements with 
respect to their licenses. The Senate 
added $50 million to begin the program 
for housing for the elderly, after the 
House had put in only $5 million, over 
the opposition of the Federal Housing 
Administration itself, but we finally de- 
cided in conference to provide $20 mil- 
lion for housing for the elderly, to get 
the program off the ground and started. 

Provided is $915 million, for the full 
budget estimate, for the National Aero- 
nautics and Space Administration. 

Provided for medical research in the 
Veterans’ Administration is $4,500,000 
of additional money, making $21,500,000 
earmarked for 1961. 

I ask unanimous consent to include in 
the Record at this point a table showing 
comparative action on all items in the 
bill. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the Record, 
as follows: 


Independent offices ippropriation bill, 1961 
TITLE I— INDE PENDENT OFFICES 


Item 

A ppropriations, 
1960 *■ 

Budget esti- 
mates, 1961 

House bill 

Senate bill 

Conference 

action 

Executive Office of the President 

OFFICE OF CIVIL AND DEFENSE MOBILIZATION 

$29, 635, 000 

io, 656, 666 

6.950.000 

4, 000, 000 

2.400.000 

$25, 760, (100 
10,000,000 
22,000,000 
11,400,000 
7,200,000 

$24, 700, 000 

6. 250.000 
10,000,000 

6. 950. 000 
4, 000, 000 

$25, 200,000 
6, 250, 000 
22,000, 000 
11,400.000 
4,000,000 

$24, 700, 000 

6. 250. 000 
16,000,000 

9.176.000 
4, 000,000 

Civil defense and defense mobilization functions of Federal agencies 

Emergency supplies and equipment - 

Research and development; _ - — 

Total, Office of Civil, and Defense Mobilization - 

52, 886,000 

76,360,000 

51,900,000 

68,850,000 

60, 125,000 


Footnote at end of table. 
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